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ABSTPACT . , 

Three outside consultants were asked to evaluate the 
validiTry of purrent special e.ducation placement procedures and 
policies in the Montgomery Coun'ty^ Maryland Public Schools (flCPS) to 
determine their effect on minority students. Procedures for obtaining 
information included mailing questionnaires to 396^ families and 
observing in-service, staff ing conferences and area screening > 
committee meetings. Major findiings were that there was no evidence of 
racial or socio-economic class disxrri mination in MCPS ' written policy 
and placement procedure's or in the, MCPS 5-year Plan for Special 
.Educational Services; that staf^ members ^needed to develop greater 
sensitivity to minority issues during the initial screening and 
classification processV that, improvement was needed in thQ quality, of 
'placement conference data; th,at testing policies and the use of test 
results needed to be clarified; that the m^ajority of parents surveyed 
were satisfied with the placement procedures and their children's 
program; and that MCPS personnel had a low tolerance for students who 
exhibited behavior or background different from established community 
norms. Evidence suppprted\recommendations in 11 areas:* communication^ 
school-by-school needs assessment / pr e-referral procedures^ . / 

identification and classification procedures^ staff development ^ / 
testing and policy proceduresr school ' medical advisors (SHA) r parent 
concerns^ programs^ human relati^ns^ and public relations; and 
included that there be a review and classification of the role of 
SHAs in the placement process. (Provided are appendixes such as the 
MCPS^ questionnaire. ) (SB) 
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FOREWORD 



The need for this study grew primarily out of the extensive work 
done by the Cit'izens /Advisory Committee on Minority .Relations. Their 
^recommendation was that a^ special outside evaluation be made of pro- 
cedures for placing' students in special education classes to determine 
if MCPS makes accurate assessments of students' needs and provides good 
placementSi for them. Our special emphasis was to determine how existing, 
procedures affect minority student^. 

A committee of consultant^ was selected with the assistance of the 
Chairman of the Citizens Advisory Committee, the Subcommittee on Special ^ 
Educa'^t ion and MCPS staff. The Citizens and staff .charge to the consult- 
ants was to "help MC?S improve its services to ,handidapped children." 
We arrived at/a mutual understanding of task, outlined a step by step 
procedure and' were assured of the complete, cooperation of the system in 
carrying out the primary task. ^ 

We had originally proposed a study of about teri weeks in duration, 
however it was necessity to extend the time in or^e^^*)^ do a more careful 
Job of analysis of the large amount of data collected from staff, parents 
and community grou^)s and then to arrive at a set of realistic recommen-' 
da t ions. i 



The consultants are gra^i^ful to those persons and departments within 
MOPS who so willingly assisted w^th the conduct of the study. Their . 
intere^ty support and openess of dialogue is acknowledged and deeply 
appreciated. • ^ 

. * 1 • 

A apecial acknowledgement must go to our two' research assistants 
for tl^e very thorough and professional Work during the course of this 
study ^ 



its 



''inally, we applaud the Montgbmeiy County Board of Education for 
Ihterest and commitonent to excellence on bbhalf of all Its 



chllidiren. 



John L. Johnson, Ed.D.« 
Consultant Committee Chairman 



Date: July 14, 1975 " 
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A 3TUDY OF THE SPEtSIAL EDUCATION PLACE^ENT 
PROCEDURES IN MONTg\mERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

THE ''problem 

A. Primary Task ^ ^ 

The primary ''task for the consultants was to conduct a validity stydy 
of the placement procedures and policies xurreritly In effect In ^the ^ 

' • * ■ r • * ■ . '■ . - . 

Montgomery County, Maryland Public Schools (MCPS). The programs apd ' 
^ activities of the^ Department of Supplementary Education and Serv,lces 
(special education and pupil aprpralsal. Included) and the 'total school 
system were the Work boundaries. Special scirutiny was to be given to 
'determining how fehe existing Identification and placement procedures 
were being utilized in relation to placement of MCPS minority students.' 

The three (3) consultants, augmented by two staff, were to cariy \ 
out this task, in>fcludlng the preparation of recornneri'iatlons for revision , 
of the existing procedures, policies, and process, as determined from 
our study. 

^ The particular ••validity concern" in this study wag to be able to 

collect data on both the content (the placement policy statements them- ^ ^ 
selves) and the process (what is done with the pjacem^nt policy statements) 
and to make professional recommendations to MCPS , bajsed upon our findings. 
3. Preliminary Questions ho be Addressed 

1. l^Jhat are the present classification' procedures for ascertaining 
A student's need for special educa^tion and/or services? 

2. How do students obtain "aisciplinary ••disability," or ••handicap^^ 
labels? How valid are the labels and diagnoses now being utilized? 



3. Are, there .certain groups of students who find their way into 

special education in gteater proportion to their school populations? 
■ Why? " ► 
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A." Are there certain groups students who are missed and should 
. . be receiving supplementary services? 

5, What^s the present supplemental services arid special education 
census by program type, age, "race and disability label? 
^ 6. What are the attitudes of MCPS personnel* regarding \a) minority 
students, and (b) special education? 

?• Once in special education how do students returA to the main- 
stream? V • • , • 

\ < , : ' ^ 

METHODS OF STUTSY 

.' ♦ .i> ' • « . 

Three basic techniaues vwere utilized in this study: ' 
^ } 

1. Interview and Questionnaire 

Observation 
3* Review of Available Documents 
/ a) Organisational Structure ■ ' ^ 

b) Policy and Procedures Statements 

» 

c) ' Existing data 

Formal interviews were held with the following persons: 

1. Superintendent, MCPS 

2. director of Supplementary Education and Services 

3. Director of Pupil Services 

4. pirector of Special Education 

5. Supervisor, Pupil Plaqement Section,' Dept. of/ Supplementary 
Education and Services V 

6. Director of Psychological Services 

7. Area Assistant Superintendents (I thru VI) 

8. Area Supervisors of Pupil Services 
9* Area Supervisors of Supplementary Education 

' 10. Director of Human Relations 



/ 

A questionnaire wa« designed to sample consumer (parent) .views of 

the placement process and was mailed to 3$6 families. Additionally/ 

- . / 
discussions were held with representatives af community consumer prgani- 

zations (handica;ppt$t5 conditions and minority concerns). In-Scjxbol 

staffing conferences and Area Screening Committee meetings wete attended 

and observed in each of the six areas. Documents reviewe^^included, but 

verenot limited to: 

1. Department of Supplementary Education and Services document, 

^ "Placement .Procedures," Sjppt. 1, 1974.'^ ^ 

\2. Report of the Citizens Advisxjry Committee on Minority Relations 

' 3. Sjuperinten^ents Memorandum: Plac^tent and Hearing Procedures 

for Special Education Programs, Dec. 12, 1974- 

4. Progress Report on the Division of Special Education - 1973-74, 

Nov. 13, 1974. , » 

5* Evaluation of Testing, Assessment arid Placement of Children in 

EMR classes 1974-75. 

6, Forms of referral within tlie placement process. 

7, The Continuum Concept of Education : Seven Levels of Service. 

8, Catalog of Human Relations Courses. ^ 

9, Action Steps in Minority Relarions, Dec. 1971. ' 

10, Voelker Report: Implementation} of Recommendations in a'Study 
of the Special Education Program, MCPS. 

11, Dept. of Records and Reports: .Minority Grouflp Membership of 
* Pupils as of 9/30/74, Oct. 19>74. 

12, Comprehensive five-year plan for Special Educational Services 

. . April 1, 1975. 

Staff Reaction to Cpmp^frehensive fiyie-year plan for Special 

\ Educati<)nar^rvices , March 17, 1975 U^'***' 



14. Statistical Review of Sie'cial Education Placements for School 
-Year 1974^75. 

■ . 

I5T* Special Education By-Law. \ Approved by the Maryland State Board 
of Education, 'October 30, .iy974. ^ 

V 

- 16. Staff Meftibranda on testing o^ ininority children, 1972. 

\ 

... " ^• 
- ^ MAJOR FINDl\^GS 

^ \ 

I. Review of Ftesent^ Classification andvPlatement Policy 

In reviewing the MCPS Department of ^upplement;ary Educational 
Services written policy on placement procedures (dated Sep't. 1, 1974),. 
and the MCPS Comprehensive Five-Year Plan for (Special Educational S^ervices 
the consultants find no evidence of racial o\ sptio-economic -class discrim 

Inatiori in these documents. . ^ 

, ■ \ 

While the present Montgomery County. Pub li^ School Classification 
and Pl?ic6ment Procedure's are reasonable and do Oo discriminate for or 
against* any group of people, a "communication problem" exists between 
the centrai^ administrative staff ^and the ^area staff ori ^Implementation 
of the policies in select areas. To a large extent, this type of problem 
is inevitahle\ whenever a l^rge, complex public system has become decen- 
tralized. T|ie\central staff cetains the authority and responsibility 
for policy,whil\ program accountaUUty is assigned dlrectly^to the Area 
Assistant Superintendjernt and his/her staff. Under this, organisational 
system, the Supervisor of Supplementary Educa'tion and the Supervisor of 
Pupil Serrvices are aiyectly responsibile to the Area Assistant Superin- 
^tendent and not tp the central administrative staff. Consequently we 
found some staff ih seVLect areas to -l^e confuted or just unknowledgcable 
abdut the current Classification and placement Procedures^^ For cixample. 



there was considerciblQ^discussion rega2!i;ding whether the policy went into^ 
effect July 1, 1975, or was already operative. In addition several of ( 
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parent adVisory groups reported to nhe committee that they frequet^tly 
get different -messages" abouc app<^l proUdure3 ' when they t^lk to Central 
Administratis Staff, Area Assistant Superintendents .^and Supervisors of^ 
SupplementayEication. oUr cgucert w^^ to identify this information gap ^ 
between central administration and area staff. We note the existence of 
a difficuAtask which cafmot be accomplished by issuing another brochure 

or writing another memow 

The MCPS Comprehensive Five-Year Plan for Special Education Services 

i ' ' 

was pub-lished during the course of the consultants study. It seemingly 
•fulfills the requirement stated by Public Law 649' and^ proposes a quality 
. program for handicapped puyils. The.plan clearly re-affirms the right 
of all handicapped pupils td a fr?e and appropriate educational program. 
It stresses the i^^^.ortance of establishing unbiased testing, assessment 
and Identification procedures, ''ihe^programs are organized on 'the Maryland 
continuum model of seven' levels of service to handicapped pupils, guaran- 
teeing that handicapped pupils will be appropriately placed in all types 
of educational programs and facilities. In addition, the document spells 
out the Importance of due process, child advocacy and parental appeal , 
/ processes. It^ emphasizes the need for ongoing review and evaluatio^ 

' including advisory parent groups to the public schools. Finally, the ^ 
plan recognizes! the need for continuing ^fin^ncial support if these goals 

ar^ to be achieved. . 

The goals of" special education and placement procedures as written 
In thfe Comprehensive Five-Year Plan for Special Educational Servix:eS, 
■ m the view of the consultants, are fair, unbiased, and artictllate. 
' ' Montgomery County should be congratulated for proposing such a strong, 
. ^thorough, and per/asive set of goafs, standards and procedures for 
Special education. , ^ 

ERIC , . . - 
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II. Validity of ^thc Screening, Assessment and Placement Conference Procedure^ 

A. Discussions of Interviews with Key Personnel 

1. Cent ral Office Staff 
■* ■ ■ — -- J, 

The consultant? found the initial roUnd of interviews 



with Central office staff to be very helpful in attempting 
to delineate the problem and to set up a method for accom- 
pllshing the primary task. Tne Central office staff initially 

pinpointed a series of critical concerns ranging from whether 

i 

oV not correct assessment techniques v/ere being utilized, to 
• a sincere ^esire to know how cultural, socioeconomic and 
racial factors were at work within the present placement 
procedures . 

0 

There does, from the Committee's interview of Central 

''office staff, seem to be a split; in opinion ^among the various 

sectors who are responsible for elements of i;he classification 

' and placement procedures. While most personnel appeared to be 

concerned and dedicated about attempting to clarify and resolve 

' • - . the problem, at^ hand the Committee reports the following results 

of its interviews and observations: 

, i • , 

(a) The presence of significantly defensive attitudes 

about the inquiry into the classification and placement 

f ' • ' 

process, marked on the one hand by ^ ''everything is 
a-Hright because we're doing Abetter than we used to" 

' ■ ■ / 

' notion, to outright denial that any«pry6blem bf placement 

^'"^ 1 of minority •s'tudents exists dn MCPS 

(b) A tendency to place the proble^ into a perspective 
which would s^ioW the Arbas as needling more supervision 
and efficiency in administering the present placement 

^ policies . 
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(c) Almost universal agreement within the^entral 

Office that the Area schools were not doing an * ' " 

"adequate job" and that area staff were less tolerant 
of minority children than they should be-' 

(d) The presence of the opinion that more minority 

^ children are referred to special education than should 

be, mainly due to lack of appropriate programming within 
^ the schools. . 

(9) The development of a "pressure process" in which . 
special education plac(*ment is seen as the way of / 
approaching and alleviating difficult academic problems, 
(f) The fact that the referral process was not consistent 
from area to area, wfth formal and informal procedures 
being applied as area needs dictated. 
2. itrea Administrative Staff , - 
, * In its interviews with Area* Admlnis^Tat-ive staff the 

consultants found staff to be cooperative. Most personnel ^ 
^''^ appeared to*^e concerned and dedicated but very much caught ^ 
up in the complexity of attempting to administer t^ present 
placement policy and to set up* and supervise their rn-going 
programs. The results of" our interviews with Are^i staff are 
as follow: 

(a) 'While all felt that there was a general improvement 
in special education programs, they were faced with gaps 
/ . ^ * In programs, "^unequal distribution of resources, and 

complete lack of services for specific types of children- 
There is particular and pervasive concern about the serious 
gap at the secondary level, the absence of diagnos t ic-prescr£g|ive 
O \ ' resources in some areas, and the lack of basic ptogramsfor 
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emotionally disturbed children. ' ^ ^ ^"^r^- 

(b) There was general admission that more minority 
students are found in classes for the mentally retarded. 
It was expressed, thatjjj^^g^roblem would be lessened if 
'**inore resources" were avrjilf.ble. 

(c) Thexe i/as a general insensit ivifiy to and misunder- 
standing about the legal ramif^^cations anS stigma 
involved ih placement of a child in special education. 
Most staff expressed a sincere desire to "provide for 
tjie needs" of t'he child but were not atuned to the 
effect of labeling a child -"retarded" via the State 
mandated SSIS reporting procedure^ 

There was considerable Jack of dif f er<>ntiation 
'between the needs of 'a child who is handicapped versus * 
a 'child/who i6 pimply behind scliolast ically , or a 
child wH«Hs from a low- income family and/or is 
economically disadvantaged. Special edu9ation ^peemingly 
has become confused with "su|ip'*lemental " "remedial" and 
"compensatory',' and "handicAjj" has become confused with 
"impairment;" and "-'isab^l ity" in *th^ pr6f esslonal think- 



^ ing of area staff 



/ 

' r ^ 

(d) There appeared to genuine concern ah^uC^tluk . 
fairness of the diagnostic/assessment process, however 



there was observed variance in attitudes about what 
constitutes a "fair''" pjrocess^ The issue of test;s atid 
testing was almost always spontaneously introduced and 
there 'was considerable discusgiop as to whether or not 
tests are helpful in the placement process,. 




(e) There was general agreement that the placement 
policies and procedures were followed in most instances 
and that the major problem was in finding adequate 
placement (slots) for a child ^once the procedures were 
carried out. . ^ ^ . 

(f) There was general agreement^ that all staff were 
not as sensitive to minority issues, ' as they should be, 

.ass^i 



particularly in the initial screening and classification 



^pi;ocess. ' . 

(g) 'A subtle, but generalized, concern was*, revealed to 
the consultants throughout the interviews with Area 
Administrative Staff. It is the existence of a set of 
system w^ide norms and expectations for academic achieve- 
Inent and beljavior. Our observations r.evealed, (and many 
gtaff directly expre*ssed this same view) that there are 

significant and systematic external pressures based 

• . ■ \ 

upon majority expectations about conduct and learning 
^tyle. While they may vary from area to ^area in specific 
forms they are present within the '"county community, " 
and staff, particularly teachers, experience considerable 
pxSfesuffe to get children to perfonfl academically and , 
confonnbehaviorally or to "get them out." For instance 
certain norms about noise level, learning patterns, and 
communication styles seemingly have .become imposed upon 
all children, and when any variance occurs special 
placement (removal from regular education) is consi-dered. 
The consultants also observed .that there are very high, 
achievement norms (in soma schools average achievement, 
scores are one year above grade placement), and that 



cem^n 



throughout MCPS these norms have become idealized to 
the point that when in reality students who do not 
meef^these i'dealized expectation^ Chey are more often 
referred to special education, particularly when 
differences in soclaJ^zatiSn style \and/D^ socio- 
economic factors av^ manifest; ^ 



We feel that tt|is is perhaps the sotirce of the* 
•'placement pressure'^^ within the system and that 
minority children become one of the victims, as do 
• economically disadvantaged children. It ijs our view 

that when the3e variances ?rom the idealized norm 
(operating well below the conscious awareness of the 
staff)- occur, the pressure to find a placement begins 
to build and special education* is considered as the 
suitable alt^natiVe when compensatory e<^cation and 
' , remedial education might well serve the needs' of the 
child and MCPS more appropriately. 
' ^ .f»'. 

B. Observations of Conferences and Quality of Conference Data 

A member of the Evaluation Committ*fee observed Area and In-Schoql 
Screening in each of the six Areas, and filled out a standard ob- 
servational check list, and questioned staff about the types of 
services offered to children prior to the meeting of the Screening 
Committefe. . 

Our general conclysion is that the policy regarding Area Screenings 
is being followed and across areas there was a polite professional at- 
mosphere in the meetings. In almost all sdrefening^ the personnel required 
•to 'be present were there and actively partici^atiftg with the notable 
exception of the School Medical Advisors (SMA) . The consultants* 
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conclusions are'^as follows:- 

!• . There appears to te an average time of about twenty ^ 

minutes given, to disciussion and decisibn making during an 
Area Screening .m&etjing. For complicated cases this is hardly 
enough time and in a long afternoon, staff are literally 
drained by the necessit^y of coming to a realistic decision 
,an case after case. 

2. * Data presented to describe student behavior usually 
« included a lar^e amount of opinions^ and judgements, some in- 

formal and dated observations, very little 'formal obs^vations, 
^ some information from parent, sources, and very scant information 

from interviews with the student, when such .were appropriate. 

Where purporte'd student behavior was described, L,e. ffe'^Schers 

' ■ . ' \ 

couldn^t handle him," "hypetactive, " there was little concrete 

evide^ice given,, nor asked for, in stfpport of such dcscriptioi;is. 

Testing resylts were presented, and once introduced into the 

meetings "IQ" became •a major emphasis and was repeatedly brought 

up. In general, ^the quality of data presented- left, much, to-be 

^desired arid -quite qften cases were not well prepared thus making 

•* 'an appropriate decision quite difficult. Psychological reports 

wei^e in many ^.nstances three years old or older. 

3. There was a tendency throughout the meetings, in alt but 
\ ; one Area, to locate ^the problem" solely in the student and 

> . hXs/her home and family life. This perspective was especially 

noticeable, and staff were very quick to point out difficulties 
experienced in cont'acting parents, ^and obtaining cooperation^ on 
the problem areas of the student. There was little time for* 
discussion of student strengths, methods Which could be utilized 

ERIC , ' ^ . }5 
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♦'to address the problem areas, and that referrals could in 

isome instances have come about because, of teacher, inadequacip^. 

4. There were various methods af coming to a decision about , 

V: 

placement, particularly wfeen ^he case was complicated. I/if- 

formal consensus was the predominent method; however there 

5p .... 
was evidence of at least two other decision making strategies,. 

These were in cases where there literally was no. appropriate ^ 

placement for the child and the -Supervisor of Supplementary 

Education had no other choice but to "continue to work on it" 

and in cases where the staff member chairing 'the meetings, 

made decisions durin-g' the meeting which were joined in by the 

rest oE the coinmifcteQ by their* "not offering any objections." 

5. In our observation of placement reviews, • screenings an4 

" s^affings (level 1-7), the committee noted that cases of minority 

pupils were .reviewed 'With greater intensity, and care. There 

■ » . . ■ * ' 

was some feeling that the presence of members of the consult,ant 
team in the screenings may haVe influenced ca^is selection and 
Staff response. • . 

' ""Of striking significance wds the almost universal absence of the 
S hoo/ Medical Advifeors (SMA) ' from -In-School staff ings and meag^r^ 
participation in jthe A^^^^ Screening Committee meetings. Such absences 
were even more significant when it, became clear how much weight rested 
in' the medical ii;iformation, ^and that ip the present system the SMA 
evaluation is one of the most imoortant evaluations in determining^ 
the nature of placement ^for children. In fact placement itself is iri^ 
many instances dependent upon the* recomitiendatioH, and signature of the 
SMA as certification. 

Nurses were, in some, cases, the onJLy representative of the medichl 
profession present. She in turn would take, the necessary records and 



papers back to medical headquarters for the 'physicians signature. In- 

* ft . . " - , • . 

many instances this r^resented little'^mofe than the process of rubber ^ 

stamping. , . ^ 

C« Census . ♦ ^ 

A census of children placed in suppletnentary educational (special 
education programs) ,was attempted from records maintained at the central 
offices in Rockville. The data generally showed that there were dis-' 
proportionate numbers of minority stilidents in special, education programs 
However, extreme cautio^ should beMBxercised in drawing definite iSjOnclu- 
sions froril'this census, for the flsjllowing reasons: * 

Data at the central office was not up to date and complete 
' ' hs reports from the field had not been. submitted as requested. 
2. There was v&riange from Area to Area as to- whether' 

"Diagnostic/Prescriptive" programs were considered "special 
education."' Compounding thi*s finding is the fact that positions 
allocated for "Dlsadvan,taged" were sometimes converted into 
"Diagnctstic/Prescriptive" positions. 
' 3. - The nature of certain programs, such a^ Diagnostic/ 

"prescriptive and resource roomjwas flui^ in census on a day ^ 
to day basis, so that i : was difficult to determine an exact 
count. There was also a, lack of clarity about whether ^ 
_ responsil?ility for assignment of children to these programs 

rented in the school where fhey^were housed or with the Arera j 
Assistant Supcf intendent^ There is some data (from field 
interviews) to show that chil<iren can be assigned on a day 
to day "basis, without proper staffing as" Che policy requires. 
D* Special Reyiew.of .Testing , .' 

The consultants requested that "a special vaview be conducted of 
the testing and ca^e record^; of a selected g^oup of minority students . 

• . • ' 17 



vho had been placed in special educatilpn durifig 1974-?5. This review 
was conducted by the Supervisor of themCPS Psychological Services 
•Section. The Committee, on its own,--th^n reviewed and veHfied the 
materials and results. 

The Committee found that the materikls were objectively reviewed 
and that' the* revi^s are of very high professional competence. Figure 
one (1) shows the results of the review jof each of the thirteen cases, 

on the basis jof whether or not; there waS| sufficient information present 

. ' ■ . ♦ '* 

to 'arrive at an adequate diagnosis and in term^ of suitability of placement 

. ' > ^ «. > ' ^ " 

' Figure; #1 ^ * ' - , . \* - 

Evaluation of Minority Students Placed ^.n Special Education 1974-75 (EMR Classes) 



Student 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

jr 

I 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
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Diagnosis 

Incomplete 

Questionable 

Inaccurate 
(N « 13) 



Diagnosis 
Incomplete 
Questionable 
Incqmpl'ete 
Incomplete 
Incomplete 
Inaccurate 
Incomplete 
Incomplete 
Incomplete 
Incomplete ' 
^ Incomplete . 
Incomplete 
Incoipplete 



Placement 



11 

1 



Inappropriate 
1. 

Questionable 



I ^ Adequate 



placement 

Inappropriate 

Inappropriate 

Inappropriate 
ft 

Questionable 

Inappropriate 

Inappropriate 

Adequate 

Questionable 

IjiappiropriaCe 

Questionable 

Inappropriate 

Inappropriate 

Questionable 

8 
1 



(N « 13) 
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Of the thirteen cases whose ^records were reviewed and verified 
by the consultants there appears to be a very large number who aj:e 
incompletely diagnosed and inappropriately placed. Our r^iew and 
discussion of the data revealed the following: / 
Im Many documents did not have dates or names of persons making 
" reports . * ^ 

2. Input from supervisors was me^jager. 

3. The approval process for pla<pement seems to be based exclu- 
siv^ly on available informatir)n rather tlia^i the full range 
of information requited to make an important decision^ 

4. When there was considerable informati<5n av^ilable--it was not 
pulled together to sort out contradictions, etc. and to answer 
th^ questions raised abOi;it conflicting bits of information. 

5. Knowledge'of the preschopl/early childhood student appeared 
■ 

to be exceptionally 'Weak (age range 6-8), especially as it 
relates to developmental psychology and early childhood 
.'education. The conciept of developmental -tasks Sippropria^e 
for age level along witl:^ develojpmental-maturational lag 

was* consistently ignorej^ in the^ reports.* 

.. .- ^ .J - - ' 

6. • Mental retardation as a developmental phenomenoji wa^ not 

diagnosed on the basis *of any formal criteria. It appears 
that the concept of MR as ^^•unita?^ factor with 1:1 rela- 

ticnship to numerical scores onl.Q. is cbmmon practice. 

' ' , • ■. . ' 

7. Recommendation to special education program for EMR (mild) 
appeared to be based^on the non-availability of a more 
suitable program for children vlth serious developmental 
deficit^ or languag'e disorders. . . ♦ 

In addition to the above, the consultants note that there 
appeared to be no written policy and implementation g^iidelincs on 



testing. Our interviews and observations revealed that theKe was 
much individual 'discretion on* the part of school psychologists 
Xiegarding types of tests to be administered, thatWarious "screening 
batteries" and "informal" assessments were being utilized all under 
\ the guise of professional independence or more specifically that 
"each case required somathing different." 'We find this situation 
to be unsatisfactory, particularly when there is a definite direction 
.of effects toward I.Q. and use of psychological test results father 
than toward under st and iti| hqw to match leapbing. potential and teaching 
strategies. The presence of a written paJLicy with sub-section on* 
testing of minorities is essential to good practice. \ 

Another • distressing finding has to do with the tot^l lack of 
supervision of- the testing being carried out thus leavii^, psychologists 
without a source of professional scrutiny and accountabiJ^ity for their 
' ^Supervision of each, case Vas minimal and the consultants were 

ncft: >able to identify why this standard procedure warf' not dperat'ion^l 
\in MCPS. , • , . 

Finally, our observations and interviews revealed a^ serjotis 
qualification problem. It is our impression that ittany psychologists 
nefed additional training in order to more 'accurately assess "mental 
retardation,:' "emotional handicap ,"- "language disability", afid "learning 

disability," in both black and white children. The merle reporting of 

* * 

.I.Qrf and behavior observed and teacher opitifons does not', in bur opinion 
constitute an.adquate diagnos^is and can be a most serious violation 
of professional standards for classifying a child as disabled and in 
need of special education. ^ . 

111... Parent Attitude Survey ^ 

According to Placeirtcnt Procedures piitilished bj^ the Depattment of 
Suppilemcntaxy Education and SCsrvices, ♦ parents are notified and consulted 



several times dinning thfe process of placeme^^ into special education^ After 
the local^.s^roral holds^ a Pupil Servi^s Staff Conference, parents are notified 



and their permission is obtained if testing is neces-sary. After testing, a*" 



second conference is held, including. the parents. The results of the testing 
are presented and' recommendations made fbf a program. "^If the recopnendatJ.on 

is for special class placement, the pai^ents must sign a form granting their \. 

\ 

permission for such placemejat. \ 

\ 

^ i ^ ■ 

Since parent^ are to be directly inA^olved in the placement process ^d 

are, indirectly, the consumers of special ^duc^ation services, their reactions, 
attitudes and ^.perceptions are of value. is important for parents to feel 
satisfied with ^the proposed special education program and to feel that they 
and their ^chi^d have been treated with^ respect and fairness by staff of the 
school systeny. Such feelings will directly ,or indir.^ctly be, 'conveyed to the 
child and wi^ temper his feelings toward hi^ school, experience. • 

The population for the survey was all parent^* of children placed 
in catch-up classes, itl special class for the' mildly retarded, the emotionally 
handicapped and the learning disabled, and in secondary classes for raild 
learning handicaps. The study, included only those parents whose children 
were placed in the fall of 1974. * Therefore, parents ' perceptions of place- 
ment procedures as they are currently being carried out (in the last two 
yearb) by MCPS (the^s^hool) could be determined..'* 

.,The^ parents were sent a 1? question survey, the last question invited 
parents to add any pertinent comments. Most of the questio\is had two or 
more parts. Before the main study was done the questionnaire was approved 
by MCPS ^ and a pilot study was conducted. ' Three hundred ninety six , question- 
naires were sent out for the main study. Two hundred thirty-nine (60%) of 
the questionnaires returned and were usable. , 



The following were the ^even major questions the consultants a^ttempted 
to answej: in the survey: * 

How much understanding did< parents haver of (a) the reasons (s) 

why their child <7as repommencied for* special education, and (b) 

' \ . I ' ' ' > ■ ■ 

the paychblogicajl testing, its results and implications? 

. Z. Were parents surprised"" (a) when they were told of their child' 

. • ■ ' . ^"-^ , - • * / 

problem in the regular t:lassroom, (b) wheja they were told of 

♦ ■ •* ' 

^ the results of testing, and (c) when"* special edueatipn was 

>r . recommended ? . - 

3. Were parents«.in agreement with the school regarding their 
• * «j 

child's problem(s) and in agreement regarding the diagnosis? 

4. Did parents feel tfiat they could trust the school in doing the 
V testing and in placing the child in special education? 

5. How much choice did parents feel that they had regarding the 
Itcsting of their child and the placement of their child in 
spepial education? ' . 

6* -Did parents fieel thaC their child was treated fairly with 
regard to testing and placement?. 
»^ • 7. How satisfied, in, general, were parents with the entire 

placement process and with the child's special^ education 
, • program? 

Hi 

A ' The results of the survey were analyzed wi^h race, school program, 
geo^taiphic area as main, variables. In addition-, several non-attitudinal 

. ^{itgstjiphjs were repprted and presenjred in this report* Frequencies, means 

,and standard deviations were obtained for each item of the .questionna'tre. 
fi chl square analysis was done to* test the hypotheses thafc there would be 

^ • : ' . . • ^ 

. no. differences .among responses with regard to sex, race, program, and sex 

n., • • - ^ ^ 

Qnd program combined. 



' Our one concern was whether the. survey data represented a biased 
sample of'parents. The analysis of the questionnaire results showed 
no" significant loading in any one program, geographic area, \ or race. 
The questionnaire seemrd~to~j:epresent an. adequate, cross-section of 
parents, programs ,< areas and races. ] — 

■ ' ' RESULTS OF THE SURVEY . 



A. Basic Information Regarding Special Educatio n Placement Process 

■ ' ■ \ 



. : , V f z — : ■ 

Queseioii_One: Who first suggested that your child might be having 



Table 1: Initial Referral * > 


k 

Frequency 
110 


Percent 

48 • 


Parents 


52 ' . 

f 


23 . 


Principal 

♦ 


17 


7 


Other (family doctor, psychiatrist etc . ) 


, -7 


7 


« 

Counselor * 


^ * 8 


. 4 


Combination of the above 


2^ 


■ 11 . 


Total ^ 


229 


100 



98% of the parents indicated that the classroom teacher initiated 
a concern thj^t their child-was having difficulties in school. "27. of 
the parents indicated that they were aware of the difficulties and 
Initiated a meeting with the teacher. Together 'these two sources 
(classroom teacher ^nd parents) . represent 70% of all responses. This 
finding reinforces the Importance of both classroom teacher and parent 
being sensitive ;to the developmental needs of children. It is clear 
that Montgomery County classroom teachers function as early_ "suspec- 
tlttonor". This trend needs to be supported and enhanced as the school 
oystero increases its ^(-mphasis on early identification and j^reventive 



programs . 



Question Two: What kind Of difficulty was. he having? 



.Table 2: Nature of T)if f i<5ulty 

, , . ' Frequency Percent 

\ ^chopf Work ' ' , • ' 128 ^ 55 

\ . ■ ■ ; ' I ■ 

Behavior*- » . , 40 (17 



\ 



Other problems (not Xisted here) ' 19 ' ^ 8. 

Getting alpng with classmates 4 '2^ 

Getting, along with the teacher ' ^ . 1 0 

A combination of the abov^ ^ ^ . * . * 43 ^ X8 

Total - . . 235 100 



55% of the parents reported that the initial difficulty their 
child was having was in the ar^ of learning. 17% reported the dif- 
ficulty to bo ixi the area ^ of behavior management. 18% indic&tfed that 
a combination of problems were present. It is interesting to note that 
* only one parent o<st of, 235 indica^tj|d^ the pupil's primary piroblem as a 
personality conflict with the teacher. . ' 

Since Montgomery County Public School System is noted for its 

academic §^trivings, it was not surprising that learning difficulty 

laas the major symptom. It is difficult to know whether the academic 

pressure originates from school, from home or from both sources. 

Question Three: After the testing of your^child was completed, hpw 

long was it befoare .the school met with you to suggest or recommend 

a program? [ ^ 

, ^1 • ■ ■ ^ 

. Table 3: Tirte Discrepancy Between Testing and Parent Conference 
Three weeks or less 
Three weeks to three months 
Three months to nine months 
More than nine months ^ 
Total - ■ ^ 



Frequent^ 


Percent 


72 


38 


91 


47 


19 


10 


1 A 


5 


\92 " 


100 



47% of the parents reported ^ time lapse' 6f 3 weeks to 3 months 

before they had a conferenqe to discuss the r'esults^ of the testing, 

'387o indicated a-time lapse of three .weeks or le^s. Together, 85% of 

the parents reported having a meeting in less than three months* after 

the testin'g. However]^ 29 parents or*157o of the parents reported that 

they did not hear from^e school Ontil more than tlfree montfts had 

* • ^* 

elapsed. Although the majority of response^'-^'f ell within the accept- 
able time range, it'M.s a concern of this committee that a significant 
minority of the parents had to wait guite. Ipng before hearing from ^ 

• • 'v "^-^ , 

the school. The^ reasons for this time delay need to 'be studied and 

corrective action taken , . ^ 

Question 4: Aftar it was decided to place your child in the special 
education program, how long did it take before^ he was actually placed 
the re f ; , 

Table^^4|^ Time discrepancy Between Placement Decision and Actual 
Placement 

- . Frequency Percent 

Less than otie week ^ , 29 14 

One week'- to one month • ^ , 60 ^ . 29 

One month to four months ' . ]ts^' 64 31 

Mbre than four months - 53 26 

Total \ ' 206 100 ' 

74% of the parents Reported actual placement in .a special education 
program in less than four months. However, ^2'67o of Che parents reported 
having to wait more than four months. Once again, this time delay is a 
coilcem of thisv committee • Recognizihg all 'the problems involved in 
placement, it ia^ a questionable practice^to tell a parent his, child 
will be placed in a- special pifogram and then take over four months to 
accomplish the actual placement. The reasons for this delay. need to 
be examined and corrective action taken. 



Question* 5 : How. long do you feel your child wilLbe in special 
/ education? ^ ^ . ' 

Tai>le 5: ParentsJ[^ estimates of deration of special education. 
* ; • ^ ' ' Frequency Percent 

One setnester . ^k-'O 



Ond| or tP' Srears > 
Three, to five years ' 
Indefinitely , 
Total " ' ... 



22/ 


10 


98 




50 


23 


45 


21 - 


215 


100 



Only ItiWof 'the parents reported thai;* special education placement 
would be a 3)rlef , temporary 'experience.'* At least two years was estit*' 

• ...» 

mated by 45.6%V while over 44% reported that special education woul-d he 
a-part ofi> their 'child's ' life for 3 to 5 years or . indefinitely . 



..^^^ -—y^ 

upset by spjeclal education and want their child to return to the , main 



fhirf^ finding^ is surprising, since manyr, studies report parents are 



streafti as quickly as possible. Perhapo the parents ii\ M.C. have a 

better" unSierst and itig of their children^ .problems and the' time it takes 

. 

to remediate them. Special educators need to consider' this finding 
- ' • \ . * 

since mains t reaming exceptional pupils is an increasingly .popular 
professional goal within the system and may meet ststrong parental^rd^ 
sistance if.it means fewer facilities and programs. V , 
B. AnAlysis of the 7 Placement Questions 

•^Question 6: Hov much understanding did paretlts have of the placement 
processf ^ ■ 

Table 6: Parent Understanding 

High degree of understanding 

Average degree of* understanding 

Low degree of understanding 



Total 



Frequency 


Percent 


130 


60 


75 


. 34 


14 


6 


219 


100. 



ERIC 



. ' , • , - 23 - , ^ . . 

W,' of the parents surveyed indicated that they had a high degree 
of understanding of the speeial education placBment process. 347, 
Indicated an average degree-of understanding. Only. 6% reported little 

understanding of the prodess* 

This. Vesult is very reassuring. It appear^, that; the large 'majority 
of parents are aware of the procedures involved 'in placing their child- 
ran in" Special Education.* ' ' 



Question 7: How prepared were parents to receive infomation given to 
them by. the school .system? (i.e. . ^How surprised- were they?) 



' Table 7: Parent Preparation . ^ - 

. * ^ Frequency 

' High degree of 'preparation 

r'- • . «x 81 » 37 

Average degree of preparation ^ , 

taw degree bjf preparation • ~ 

' * 222 100 

56% of the parents reported that they were not surprised by the 
. info'^rmation given to' them by the school system. 37%, however, ret>orted 

that they were "somewhat surprised" and 7% indicated that they were 
^ "very surpri^d" at what they were fold. . 
^ Questiofe 8: Wete parents in agreement with infbrmat ion given to them 



bv the school syscem: 
Table 8; Parent Agreement 
High level of agreement 


Frequency • 
102 . 


Percent 
47 - 


i . . ■ . 
Average level of agreement 


Ill 


50 


Lpw level of agreement 


7 


3, 


Total * . 

: — ? — ■ 


/ 220 


• 100 



47t%L.}:he%^arents surveyed reported that they agreed completely 
with-what they were liold about their, c^en by tl.e ^hool system. 
50%. reported that they agreed somewhat with what tuey were told and ^ 
only 3% indicated that they disagreed with .what they were told. 



>^ nuw iuu«jii ut^bt aid parents have in the school system with 

regard to '-testing and placement? - . \ ^ . r 



TaBle 9:» Parent Trust 
High degree of trust 



Frequency 
114 



Percent 
53 



Average degree of trust ^ 




41 


Low degree of trust 


12 


6 


Total. 


212 


100 


Of the parents surveyed, 53% 


* 

inc[icated that they could completely 


trust the judgement* of the school 


in testing their children and in 


making an appropriate placement*. 


41% indicated that they had 


some 


doubts. Only 6% of the*parents indicated that they coyld not 


trust 


the judgement of the school. 




i 


Question 10: How much choice did 
placement process? * 


parents feel that they had 


Ln the 


Table 10: Parent Choice 






High degree of choice 


Frequency 
83 


Percent 
38 


Average degree of choice 


102 


47 


Low degree of choice 


31 , 


15 


Total 


' ^ 216 


100 



38% of the parents surveyed reported that they had a high degree 

^ of choice in the placement process. 47% indicated an average degree 

of choice. 15% of the pa,rents reported feeling that they had no 

choice at all. This latter finding is of major concern to the^ 

consultants. The parents are promised input into the decision 

, ... . * 

making process^ regarding thiiir children's placement in Special 

' " ' , ^ 

Education. Yet a significant minority of parent;^ felt they have 

little or no voice in this process. This" finding neeris to be oval- 

' ' \ sr» I ■ 

^. toated by the School staff in order to better undersec.id the reasons 
ERIC why some parents report such a low feeling of choicf;". 



Question 11: Did parents feel that their children' were treated fairly 
with regard^ to testing and placfement? ♦ : ■ • ^ !_ 



Table 11: Parent Fafrness 
High degree af fairness* 
Average degree of- fairness 
Low de^r^e of fairness 
Total 



^ Frequency 
138 

' 65^ 

4 

207 



> Percent 
67 

31 

o2. 



100 



. J^udgihg by the questionnaire te^^ponses, parents seemed to feel 
that their children .were treated fairly with regard to testing and 

placement. Two-thirds ^(67%) of the parents indicated^ that* their - 

r <■ ' ' 

children were treat^ed with comp^lete fairnessc. - 31% felt that the 

school was fair in some way-s and unfaif in others. Only 3% reported 
'•' * " 

that they had been treated unfairly. ^ 



Question 12: HoW siatisfiecf, in general^ were parents with the place: 
ment process and with the special education program? . 



Table* 12: Parent Satisfaction 
High degree of satisfaction 
Average degree of satisfaction 
Low degree of satisfaction , 

r 

J 

Total 



Frequency Percent 
•13A 59 



93 
1 



Al 



228 



UDO 



59% of the parents indicated that they werfe very satisfied with 
placement procedures and with their children'' s special education 
programs. ' 41% reported that they 'felt somewhat satisfied. Only one 
parent out of 228 reported feeling unsatisfied. 

Tbis is perhaps one of the most important results of the parent 
survey. It appea?:s thac parents are involved dn Special Education. 
They want more, and better programs and in general are satisfied with 
thej^programs presently being provided for their children. ^ 

■ ■ -29 ^ 



/ 



ERIC 
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Analysis by Geographic Area . ^ 

With the advent of decentralization and^ the development of six (6) 
Areas , the. consultants were Interested in finding out if there are any 
differences dmong the 6 geographic regions ^y^^ F^S^^d to the 7 placement 
quest ionfi.. Analysis of the data by Chi Square found No Significant 
Differences among the 6 Areas, based on parent responses to the question- 
naire. This finding is most encouraging, since the consultants felt that 
real diffeirences in services among the areas do exist, it is significant 
that parents did not report them. . * 

Analysis fey Race . ' 

One of the^ major objectives of this study was to determine if 
minority parents felt that they were getting fair and equitable treat- 
ment 'for theirf children. To determine this, the^ parents responses were 

analyzed by race. Of the questionnaires analyzed, 62 w6re from the 

<* 

parents of blajpk children, while 168 were from the parents of white 

.• ** • 

^ children. . Analysis of data 6y Chi Square found No Significant 

■t ' 

Differences between the.rac.es on any of the 7 questions, While the 
consultants still feel individual examples of racism exit, there is 
no- collective feeling among reporting black parents that their child- 
• ren are receiving pi;:eferential or differential treatment. 
Analysis by Program 

Another area of concern was to determine if there were any 
differences among the parent responses according to their childrens* 
programs: "catch up class," "mildly retarded class," "specific 
learning disabled class, '^"emotionally hjandicapped class," or "mild 
learning handicap class," 

An analysis of the data by Chi Square revealed* that parents whose 
children were assigned to Emotionally Handic£ipped Classes responded 
significantly differently from other parents on t;'o variables. These ^ * 

^0 



two variables were Parent Preparation (how surprised the parents were 
when they received information from the schcnal system) ^hd Parent Trust 
(how well they could trust the -testing results and, the placement recom- 
mendations) . Parents of children in classes for the emotionally handicapped 
responded more negat;ively .ou t^iese two questions than parents whose children 
were In other programs. • 

The findings are no,^^rprising since parents of children 
diagnosed as being emotionally handicapped often have difficulty • . , 

accepting their child's pfoblem and a special progrmn. These parents 
need additional support and understanding if tdieir cooperation. is to be ^ 
obtained. , ^-feel, in view of tl^^ findings, that piipil personnel workers 
need to improve the qu&lity and frequency cpf communication with t,hese 

parents. ' ' \ " r> - * ^ 

. SUMMARY 

'In summary, the data ghox>y that the majority of parents surveyed 
ar e very content with the placement procedures and their childrecfs 
program in special education . Tliis general finding was also supported 
when the data were analyzed by the 6 school areas, and race. However, 
a small but significant group of parents have some serious concerns about 

the specific procedures and practices such as: * . 

' . ' •> • 

1. Having to wait too long before hearing from the school 

aftier their children were tested^ » , ■ : ■ 

2. Having to wait too long before recommended special .education 
programs' were put into, effect for their children. 

31 15% of the parents surveyed indicated they felt they h^d an 

* y 

insignificant role in their children's placement in special 
ediicatio^i. '' ' 
4. Parents whose children are in classe/s for the ejnotionally 



handicapped reported that they were surprised at the infor- 



mation given to them by the school- regarding their children, 

.and had an average o,r low degree of trust in the testing results 

and the recommended prograins- 

KC§S In General ' . " 

; ^ ' . ^ . 

A. Low Tolerance and Human Relations ^ ' . , . 

There appears to have develbped in, the Montgomery County, 

School system, an undesignated but ever presept achievement nonh 

into which all children throughout the county are expected to fit. :^ 

This norm^has been set up as a' result- of the image of the standard ' ^ 

plopulation known to inhabit the Bethesda ^- Chevy Chase areas, of 

» * * 

the county. This unfortunate insult, to' indiyiduar differences K^s 

* r * * ■ « 

resulted i^ a low tolerance on the part df school yersynnel fpr ' • . 
the students (especially^ miricrrity students) wh^:^^^^ themselves 
outside of the norm (in skills, ■ expdsure,' baclcgRoupd, etc:). 
This particular factor becomes evi^pnt in the type^^ bf edupational^ 

' . ' -V.V y 

approaches taken' towarda students who are. un^blt" to grasp the ^ 

Study tacties necessary to m'ake it in the^dy^teiji as >it is;. , In^^ . 

many instances the intellectual functioning and ability of these' 

students could probably be greatly improved if theyv were first 

ti . ,. . ' , 

8i.mply taught how to take. a test or i^ they were taught achievement 

motivation strategies and other'methods fcfr developing their poten- 
tial. ' ' ' . . 

OUit standing, among the problems confronting many teachers 

» »■ * ' . 

who initiate referrals to special education programs are 

(1) children whose motivational skills ne|d strengthening, (2^ child 

ren who use agressive behavior to express frustrations t Key .cannot 

overcome by verbal means, (3) children who do not^respond and - 

conform to a competitive classroom atmosphore, (4) childjrfen 

who need small group experiences with more individualized 



Instruction. None' of these situations necessarily indicates 
retardation or need for special education placement, but rather 
new approaches to the learning patterns and needs of children, 
as well as updating the services and training of staff to deal 
effectively with cultural (behavioral and background) differences 
of the larger black and other minority populations emerging in MCPS 
This does not mean that teachers '^hould expect minority students t6 
accomplish less or to master fewe^ skills. 

The factors just discussed put a greater load on the' 
Human Relaeions Department. • This department '^as been assigned 
the task of providing in-service training, for MCPS personnel in 
the area of minority problems and issues. The time s«jdl aside for^ 
the present type' of training being offered is inadequate and with 
recent budget reductions the development of .a more serious problem 
in relation to ^special education placements iW imminent. 

The Human Relations Department ^now has responsibility for 
handling adiilt personnel placegient problems in addition to child 
related racial matters. It is the consultants' observation that'- 
. the. Human Relation Department has a* very large responsibility 
within MCPS and is in danger o" becoming overwhelmed and th^ 

less productive. ^ ■ ^ 

The courses offered in ■inService-t;raining do not reflect 
specific content on the special needs of the minority students. 
For instance, there are no courses offered for 1) the sociali- 
.zation of minority children into the school system; or 2)the 
use of achievement motivation techniques that can be implemented . 
in the schools; or 3) approaches to redefining and redirecting 
aggressive' behavior to more positive channejf- although, referrals 
to pupil services for these problems are qu^re extensive. 



: - - ... , 

\ UNMET KEEPS ' • , * 

A series of unmet needs/were identified during the* course of the 
study. The. list has been draxm up from findings already discussed 
throughout ^the report and will provide a point of reference for our 
final recommendations of the committee^ These needs include: 

* 1; Providing catch-up, resource rooiuS or D/P programs with 

^ ,. ♦ 

small group setting (for those students who find it easier 
to' learn this way) in a systematic way from elementary 
through high school throughout the county. 
2. 'Providing more skilled psychological consultation as well 

* 

'\ aSy' evaluation -focused on the emotional needs of ajLl children. 
3,. Implementing a system of psychiatric or mental health con- 
^ sultation system al'cing with family Counseling services, 
including a therapeutic elemenjt within the pupil services 
department. . * * ' • • 

4. Identification. of community services available to aid counselo 

psychologists, fete, in referring students and their families 
V for free, ot low fee services. ' . 

^5. * Redistribut^.ng resources, training and staff development 
throughout the county including the identif ifcation of 
budget resources for better and more equal distrijjutioi . 
6.. Providing specific special education programs in secondary 
schools comparable .to programs provided on tKe elementary 
level. • • ■ ' 

7. Clarifying placement procedures' and state laws is. one document 
for everyone's understanding. 

« 

8. Providing mandatory courses to MCPS personnel relative to 

. ' ^ \ 

cultural differences and socialization factors ,^ appropriate 
programming and achievement expcctatipns . 



, . \' . RECOMMENDATIONS ^ • * 

Recomroeivdatlon #lt Coinmunicat ion ' ' , . 

y That key Central Administrative staff, with the participation of the 
Superintendent, meet with all appropriate staff in each area to review 
the current policy and procedures for special education placement. We 
further recommend that: these meetings take place before the first round 
of fall area screenings take place. 

Recommendation #2; School by School, Needs Assessment 

That each MCPS. school administrator, working with its faculty, be 
required to develop a comprehensive needs assessment pertaining to t:he 
' regular instruction of minority and disadvantaged students and a two year 
sequence of behavioral objectives geared toirard a more affirmative' instruc- 
tional program for these students, recognizing that differences in 
socialization patterns and sogio-economic status are influential in decid- 
ing an ^appropriate education program. 
Recommendation #3: Prd-referral Procedures 

^ ' That ref erral^procedures and process be revised to include prgvisioi^ 
whereby local school classroom teachers, pringipals,^ and pupil personnel 
workers are accountable^ on such matters as: ♦ 



a, utilization of pre-established teaching methods to foster 



il differences (i.e. use of special materials,/;;<^i^ii3], 

motor training, structured environment), 

b. automatic adjustment of the curriculum to minority learning 

- styles and socioeconomic conditions before referral. 

jc; a th9rough in-school diagnostic-prescriptive assessmeijt of 

students strengths and weakness in tool subjects. 

d, 'the maintenance j^ft^cedotal records showing how level 2 

(consultation from psychological, physical and academic 

i 

* . specialists) wa^s utilized in the classroom. 



• . ' . - • \ - ^' 

RecongnQndation #4: Ijidentif icatioa and Classification Procedures 

That the MCPS procedures for ideiiitif ic^ation and .classif icat^.on of 
students as "mentally retarded," "emotionally handicapped," or "learning - 
■ disability" including^ the designation of "types and degrees" be admini- 
stratively separated from the ^C?S procedures for placement and treatment 
of the particular condition of tKe student. MCPS should establish definit'^ 

and local guidelines and criteria for designating a .student as MR, EH, or 

✓ 

LD, along with" a systeip of che'cks. and balances to assure the validity of 
the classification which t^dcgg^lace. 
. Recommendation #5: StaJEf JDevelopment 

There is need for a comprehensive staff development program for class- 
•room teachers-, administrators, pupfl personnel workers, and psychologists, 
emphasizing: . • ' ♦ 

a. noymal educational differences due to race and socioeconomic status. 

b. a basic orientation to the role, of special education as it promotes 
the concept of mainstreaming as set forth in the Maryland continuum. 

* c. a clarification of the services and differences between compensatory 
education, remedial education, and special education, 
d. train injg for teachers of the mentally retarded in group management, . 
language development, and effective development. 
Recommendation #6; Testing Policy and Procedures \ 

a. that MCPS Board of Education adopt a written policy regulating 
psychological tests and testing procedures with special emphasis 
on protectin^he rights of minority students. 

b. that a procedure for supervision of testing be estalilished, 
including an administrative-professional review of all rest 
reports. In addition, this procedure should require that all 
diagnoses of "mental retardation," "emotional handicap" and 

4jC» "leartitng disability" be reviewed by the Director of Testing, 



V 
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c. that trained and certified psychologists , (qualified- e^caminers) 
be required to re-assume their testing role As diagnosticians 
... of MR, EH,, and LD for official classification purposes even at 

the expense of other assumed duties. In addition, MpPS should ^ 
seriouslj^ consider e^tablisKing a small cadre of Board Certi- 
fled clinical -psychologists as specialist in the clarification 
of MR, EH, and IJ)». - ' " ' . 

' . d» that special attention be given to the developrae^it of a psycho- 

r 

logical-educational assessment battery which will be prescriptive 
in imfjact and not rfely IQ as a descriptor of the child's 
ability to , learn. 

Recommend^ion #7: School Medical Advisors (SMA) ' . _ 

That there be a review and clarification of the role of SflA's 
in the pla<^ement process. We further recommend that: ^ 

CB. SMA'Sv should be trained pediatricians wfth a strong background 
in child development. 

b. attendance at In-School» and Area Screening should be mandatory 

of SMA's. 

c. SMA's should participate in yearly seminars to up-date knowledge 
in child development ' and handicapping conditions in addition to ^ 
participation in MCPS human relation training program. 

- d. SMA's should participate in regularljr scheduled in-service 

tr^aining cotiference with teachers, psychologists, and school 
administrators for exchange of professional, knowledge across 
and between disciplines. 
Recommendation #8; Parent Concerns 

a. that parent- conferences, giving the results of testing and 
proposed special education placement be held not more t|ian 
O six weeks after the testing has taken place^, 

ERIC . ,17 
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b*. that no child have to waife'liihger lihan six weeks after parental 

notification, for, placement to be effective, 
c. that pupil personnel workers and other staff give additional time 
and service to parents of children placed in the program for the 
..emotionally handicapped; if that program is to be effective. 
Recommendation #9: Programs 

a. that a critical evaluation of Junior and Senior High Soliool 
special .educatipn programs be conducted, utilizing a rigorous 
evaluation design, with a view toward correcting the present 
unsatisfactory situation in regard to pupil progress and develop- 
ment. ' 

b. . that a two year reevalxiation cycle be established fot all 

'hnentally retarded," "emotionally disturbed"^ and "learning 

'disabled students with a view toward utilizing test re-test 

/ data as one evaluation of program effectiveness. 

Recommendation #10: Human Relations • 

a* that the time being given to certain "adult oriented" functions 

within the Human Relations Department should be "reassessed and 

< ' 

that a priority be given to increasing the time given to child 
related problems and ^ to thd training of teachers tp work with 
minority differences in the classroom, 
b. that a humati relations course be developed which ^111 instruct 



MCPS staff on the socialization of Black children within the 
dcminent MCPS system; Special emphasis should be placed on'- 
the Strenj^ths of the Black Family > as published by the Natldnal 
Urban League and. others, « 
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Recommendation ^/ll: Public Relations 

That MCPS undertake a- wide series of information efforts as described 
in "Action Steps on Minorit}^ Relations" (Deceinbe^l.974) , however clearly 
Informing the system, parents, and the public of the differences between 
"special edxjcation/' ''compensatory- education," "remedial education, with 
special attention to 'clarifying programs' for "exceptional children* from . 
those of normal but disadvantaged and/or minority children, ... 



APPENDIXES 



1, Interview and observation Procedures 
a. MCPS Interview Questeionnaire 



Z. Observation Schedule, In-School. Staffings, Area Screenings 



3. Service checklist 



2f. Parent Survey Form 
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INTERVIEW AND OBSERVATION PROCEDURES 



A. ,fcall Area Assistant Superintendent to arrange a meeting 

(1) Area Assistant Superintendent ^ * 

• . , ' ' ' ■ 

(2) Area Supervisor of Pupil Services 

* • ■■ * 

(3) Area Jjjpervisor of Supp.lementary Services, together 

* • * a* Conduct Interview (see quest ionnai're) * 

B. Obtain schedule of area screening meeting and In-School staff Ings 
/ ' for each school in the area. ' 

(1) Arrange Drop-in permission: to observe^ screening and placement 
meetings. J o • ^ 

C. Cotoplete Interview and Observations schedule for. each meeting and 
Conference. - - ; 

'D. Target Date for completion o'f observations and interviews 21 February 
19J5. 
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MCPS PITERVIEW -QUESTIONNAIRE 

Instruqtions: Ask each question. Follow up .with probes, when necessary. 
Keep notes on responses sheet. * \ „ 

1. What are'the trends an4 goals of special education in (MCPS). 
Probe: Programs' get better - some get worse: which MCPS special 

education programs have improved - which need strengthening, 

2, Where are minoi?ity students found within MCPS special education 
programs? ' 

Probe: How do you explain thfi fact that there are three times 

the nimiber of minority students in the retardation programs? 
3* What are the specific problems in placement of minofity students 
. in' special education programs? 
Probe: ^ Gai) yov^ think of aiuty^xceptions to this process? 
Probe: Do you know of any case where the process didn't work? 

4. How can the present •diagnostic/assessment p'rocess be fairer to 
MCPS minority sj;udents? ■ . 

/ Probe: Tests and testing? 

^ t> • ^ 

Probe: Staff knowledge of problems of minority students? 

< * ■ ■ 

5, How closely do staff in your area follw the policy and procedures 

for placement within the continuum concepts? 

Probe: Ask for percentages, and effectiveness rating on fbl lowing 

the policy: . • 

Probe: Where are* the points of difficulty in attempting to 
follow the policy and procedures? „ , 
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OBSERVATION SCHEDULE 
IN-SCHOOL STAFF INGS 
AREA* SCREENINGS 



School_ 
Place_[ 
Date 



.Length of time for one casej^^ 



1. Record' who is present; Are alLiaembers of t^e team ^as defined by the 
policy, present? * ' , . 

2. Obtain check list of services vhich have bee^ji provided to pu^Is at 
Level 1,2,3,4.- * : • , ' 

3. What types of data are presented to describe student behavior: 

Opinions and Judgements . Yes ' * No 

Observational - formal ' * • . . 

e " * informal Yes No 

Interview - student ' 

^ * palre^jt " Yes No 

Testing • ^ ^ Yes No 

4. What is your judgement about the quality of data presented at the 
conference? - * . ■ » 

5. How are decisions, made? - 

6. What is the relation- of the^ discussion to parent issues? 

7. Be certain to review student cumulative folders. 
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SERVICE CHECKLIST 

* '% % 

, . ♦ <* ' 

Level 1 - What services did the regularyclassrOoiri teacher and/or Princip 
^ * " prescribe and carry out^ i.e. isolation, i'end to office^, hurdl 
help, restructuring, rewards, punishraent;s , etc'. 

Level 2 . , " , ' 

, C^) Support and consultation fr^: 

\ ' Psychological specialists » Yes No 

'Physical specialists Yes No 

Academic specialists ^ Yes No 

(b) Inservice training - . V Yfes No^ 

• V* . * ' 

Comments: . . ' - 

' ■' • . * 

Level 3 - ' ^ o 

Direct assistance from a specialist Yes No 

Type How much - 

, Supplemental Instruction Yes No. 

' Type Ho\^ much \ . 

Comments:., ' . 

Level 4 - - # 

Diagnostic/prescriptive Teacher - Paily Yps No 

Resource Room - Daily Yes ' No 



Other: 



Has the child been referred to any public or 

Private external services? Yes No 

( 
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PARENT SURVEY 



Who is ' answering the questionnaire? 

2II7 Mothier * ' . 
£ / Father ' '. 

. / / Guardian 

* „ i : 

Child's Age ____ 

Child' s S ex; 

/ / Boy 

/ / Girl 

Child's Race; . 

7 I Black 

o 

LJ 
LJ 
LJ 



Child's Program: 

LJ 



Area 



Native American (Indian) 

Oriental 

Spanish 

White 



LJ 
LJ 
LJ 
LJ 
LJ 



Special Class for Emotionally 

Handicapped 
Special Class for Specific 

Learning Disabilities 
Special Class for Mild 

Retardation 
Catch*-Up Class 

Special Class for Mild 

Learning Handicaps 
I'm not certain of my child's 

program 



QUESTIONNAIRE . • I 

Dlrec^iions: For each question, please put an x in the box beside the answer that 
seems most correct to you. .,,/,•>.., 



1. 



2. 



3. 



Who first suggested that your child might be having difficulties in the regular 
classroom? • 

/ His teacher •' ^ v . . x ' 

I I The principal.' • • : 

I I The school counselor . .. ^ " 

/ / . We, his parents 

/, / . . Other (Please Specify) ; }- 



What klnd'of difficulty was he having? 
please mark the most important one). 



(If there was more than one problem, 



LJ 
LJ 
LJ 
LJ 
LJ 



' Behavior 
School work 

.Getting along with classmates 
Getting along with 'he teacher 
Other (Please specify) 



T 

i 



Before your child was aqtually placed in his special education program, 
there were several things that happened or that you were told about that 
may or may not have been very clear to you. 

a« How clear was the school in explaining your child's difficulties ^to you? 

/ / The^'^achool was very clear, ^ v , i* 

^ / The schooJL was not completely cliear. 

/ The school was not clear at all. . . 

I I I don't recall, . T 
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b. During the psychological testing of your child, how clear was the 
school in explaining to you what was going on? 

L / The school was very clear. - 

L The school was not compietely clear. / . 

L / The school was not clear at all. ' 

. LJ I don't recall. , ; * 

c. "^After the tests were finished . -there was a meeting which ybu went to. 

The psychologist tolcj you how your child did on t he tests and told you 
what he thought the. tests meant. Was what the psychologist said cleir 
to ypu? 

. LJ It was very clear. 

LJ It >7as not completely clear. > 
L-l I t was not clear at all. 
-Z—/ I don't recall. 
/ / There was no meeting. 

.d. Did you feel free to ask the psychologist and others in the meeting all 
the questions that you wanted to ask? 



I felt completely free to ask questions. 
£_/ I felt somewhat free to ask questions. 

L / I did not feel free to ask questions^ 

L / I don't recall how I felt. 

/ / There was no meeting. 



a. 



Pefore your child started his special education program, you may or may not 
have expected some of the things that happened ot that you were told about. 

Were you surprised whefi the school, firs't told you that your child was 
having difficulty in the regular classroom? 

L I I was not surprised. 

L / I was somewhat surprised. 

/ I was very surprised. ^ , , T 

L I I don't recall. 

Were you surprised at what tjie psychologist told ybu about the results 
of the testing? 

/ - / I was not surprised. 

L I I was somewhat surprised. n ^ ' 

. L / I was very , surprised. * ^ 

7 / I don't recall. 

Were you surprised when Special education w^s. suggested to you by the 
school? ^ ' 

L / I was not surprised. 

L I I was somewhat surprised. 

/ / I was very surprised. 
L I I don't recall. 

-2- . 
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i. You may or may not have agreed with what you were told about your child's 
difficoities/ ' ^ 

. 1" " 

a. Did you agree with what the school first said about your child's having 
diificulty? ' 

^ / \( I agreed completely. 

/ y I agreed somewhat. . ^ 

'-y -^J- / I disagreed. 

/ / 1 don't recall. ' # 

V b.* Did you agree with what the psychologist said your child's difficulty was 

> / / 1, agreed completely. 

/ X agreed somewhat. 

/ y I disagreed. * ' 

/ / I don't rectfll. ^ . ^ 

. Yoti may or ma^ not have felt that you could trust the Judgment of the school 
In doing certain things. < 

^ a. Did you feel that you could trust the Judgment of the school when they 
suggested testing? * 

/ / I felt that I could completely trust their Judgment. 
' LJJ I felt some doubts. ' ; 

/ V I did not feel that I. could trust the school at all. 
/ / I'm not sure how I felt. 

\ ^ _ * ' ■. ' ' ^' ' 

b. Did you trust the school todD what was best in recommending a special 
education program for your child? 

i 

/ y I felt that .1 could completely trust their Judgement. 
/ ,/ I felt some doubts. 

/ ■/ I did not feel that I could trust their Judgment. 

/ y I'm not sure how I felt. • 
. -t ' 

You may or may not have felt that you had much choice in what was done before 
your child was in special education. ^ ^ 

a. Did you feel that you had any choice about the testing? 

y 

. ^ ft 

I J I felt that I had a lot of choice. \ • • 

/ J .1 felt that I had some choice. 

/ . / st did not feel that I had any choice at all. 

I I I don't recall. 

Si 

b. Wh€?n the school suggeisted or recommended a specl^i^l education program foir 
your child, did you feel that you had any choice?- 

i ^ . . - * 

/ V I felt that I had a lot of choice. / . 

/ / I felt that I had some choice. 

/ -7 I did not feel that I had any choice at all. • * 

/ 7 I donU recall: 



8. At certain times you may or r.ay not have felt that your child was being 
treated fairly. •►<i . ' . . 

a. Did you feel that the tesvlng was fair? 

/ I felt that it was ' completely fair. 

/ 1 felt that it was fair in some ways, unfair in dthers. 

j_ f I felt thai" iC was unfair, . .-v 

' / / I'n^ not sure how I felt". 

t>. Did you feel that, in suggesting special education, the people in the 
meeting were being fair to your child? 

2! J ^ felt that th§y were being completely fair, 

/ / I felt that they were being fair in some ways, unfair in others. 

/ / I felt that they were being unfair. 

,i] I I sure how I felt. . ^ 

9. Did you feel that the testing was necessary? 

/ / I felt that the testing was very necessary. 

/ / I felt that the testing was necessary in some ways. 

/ / I felt that the testing was unnecessary. 

/ / I'm not sure how I felt. 



10. 



Did you feel that the special education progranj was -appropriate? 

/ / I felt thcit it was- very appropriate. 

/ / I felt that it might possibly be appropriate. 

/ f I^felt that it was inappropriate. 

/ / I'm not sure how I felt. 

11. After the testing of your child began,' how 'long was \t before the school met 
with you to suggest or recommend a program? 

/ / Three we.eks or less. 

/ I Three weeks to three months . 

/ / Three mont^hs to nine jnonths. - 

/ / More than nine months. 

12. After it was decided to place your child .in the special education program, 
how long did it take before be was actually placed there? 

I I Less than a week. j ' 

I I' One week to one month. .( / 

I I Onr month to four months. ^ 

/ I More ^than four months. ^ 

13. How satisfied were you, in general, with the whole process of testing and 
placing your child in spiecial education? 

/ / I was very satisfied, 

/ / I was sat^isfied in some ways, not in others. 

/ / I was not satisfied at all, ^ 

/ / I'm not sure, " ' ; 
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14. Did yoa feel that the school was responsible for your child*s difficulties? 

I I I felt that the school was entirely responsible. 

/ / - I felt that the school contributed, to the problem. 

/ / I did not feel that the school was responsible. 

/ / Vvx not sure how I felt. ' 

15. In your opinion, how has your child been doing s4^ce being In his special 
education class? ' \. 

a. How has his behavior been? , - 
/~ Better* 

/ " I The same ' - . 

/ I Worsd ./ ' ' 

b. How doea he get alikQg with his classn^tes? <^ 
/ / Better ' 

/ / The 8§me • * 

L I Worse . 

<5. How doeq he get along with children outside' of his class? ^ 
/~ Better 

/ f The same . - 

L // Worse ' ^ , ^ ' - 

d. How does he get alung wlLli auulLs? 

LJ Better • ^ ^ 

/ / The same 
/ J Worse 

e. How S-cSe^ he feel about himself?' " 

LJ Better 

/ / The same 

/ / Worse • 
I. How is he doing in reading? 

£j Better 

/ / The same • . 

LJ Worse ^ 

g. How is he doing in arithmetic? 

^/ 7 Better 

/ / The same 

/ / Worse 
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h. How doeS' he like school? 

/ I Better- 

/ / The same 

/ / Worse , ^ ' — 

1. is he learning more? . • - ' 

]~ More 

/ I The same . • . ^ • * 

/ / Less , 

X6. How do you feel about your child leaving special education and entering 
a regular progtam? ' 

L I I feel that it will be easy.' " , , 

t I I feel that it vjill be somewhat difficult. 

L I I feel "that it will be very difficult. 

17. How long do you' feel your child will be in special education? 

/ / One semester 

/ / One or two years 

/ I . Two to five years ' ' . 

I I Indefinitely - - ' • 

J8. How do you feel about your child ' s /being in special education now? 

i I I'm glad he's there. 

/ I I have some doubts about his being there. 

L / I don't think he bel ongs in there. 

. / I'm not sute. . ' 

If you have any additional comments that you think would be helpful, please 
write them here. 
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